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SUBJECT: Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill for
fiscal year 1996 . . . H.R. 2076. Gregg amendment No. 2843.

ACTION: AMENDMENT AGREED TO, 94-2

SYNOPSIS: As reported, H.R. 2076, the Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and related age
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1996, will provide a total of $26.525 billion in new budget authority, which is
1 percent less than provided for fiscal year (FY) 1995, and which is $4.634 billion less than the Administration requéatgiteThe
Department and the Judiciary will receive substantial increases in funding, and the Commerce Department, the State Depart
and related agencies will receive substantial reductions in funding.
The Gregg amendmentwould express the sense of the Senate that funds from this Act should not be used to dep
combat-equipped U.S. forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina unless:

1) Congress gave advance approval for such deployment; or

2) a temporary deployment of such forces was necessary: to evacuate United Nations peace-keeping forces from a situa
imminent danger; to undertake emergency air rescue operations; or to provide for the airborne delivery of humanitarian supy

If a temporary deployment were made, the President would notify Congress as soon as practicable, though no later than 48
after the start of the deployment.

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

The United States is currently attempting to negotiate a peace settlement of the ongoing conflict in Bosnia. Presideas Clinto
repeatedly stated that he would, under certain circumstances, send up to 25,000 U.S. soldiers to serve on the grouthe Bosr
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possibility that a settlement may be reached that will include a requirement that the U.S. send soldiers to Bosnia hassprompted
to offer the Gregg amendment.

This amendment would express the sense of the Senate that President Clinton should not commit ground troops to Bosnia without
prior congressional approval unless an emergency deployment were necessary. This sense-of-the-Senate statement was carefully
crafted to meet the concerns of Senators of very divergent viewpoints. At one extreme, we have Senators who believe that the
President does not need any approval to involve U.S. forces in combat, but who nevertheless believe that it would beuadvantageo
if the President were to receive prior congressional approval. On the other extreme, we have Senators who believeitlattthe Pres
has no unilateral right to commit U.S. forces to combat except in extreme situations, and then for only very limited pieneds of
before congressional approval must be obtained. These Senators agree with the Gregg amendment that the President should seek
congressional approval, and they also believe that he constitutionally must seek such approval.

On one point all Senators should agree--it is advantageous to know the nature of any U.S. military involvement befock the Unite
States commits to that involvement, no matter who makes the commitment. For example, the Government, and the citizens of the
United States, should understand why a commitment to use military force is in the United States' interest to make. Tddeg should
understand the risks involved, the likely length of the conflict, the goals, the cost, the likelihood of success, andithevhade
the United States could end its involvement. In this particular situation, we think it is also very important: to condidethrehet
peace agreement will have enforceable boundaries; to establish clear rules of engagement; and to forbid any United ig&tions cont
over the forces. If these conditions are met, we may approve of the limited use of U.S. combat forces in Bosnia. Exgesseg the
of the Senate in favor of this amendment implicitly assumes that these issues will be thoroughly aired in Congress befbre appro
is given.

Some Senators believe that agreeing to this amendment would make the prospects of reaching a peace agreement less likely. We
disagree. By voting overwhelmingly to adopt the Gregg amendment, the negotiators of that agreement will be given a very clear
signal of the terms Congress is willing to accept. Removing uncertainty from negotiations cannot help but move them forward.

Recent military actions in Bosnia have made it more likely that a lasting settlement may soon be reached. Agreeing to the Gregg
amendment will make it even more likely that a lasting settlement will soon be reached, plus it will make it more cdttain that
United States fully understands its goals and the risks involved before committing troops. Both results are desiraldeyleased ar
to vote in favor of this amendment.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:
This amendment may be non-binding, but it will be perceived by negotiators as an attempt to restrict the U.S. options. Any

restriction on the ongoing negotiations will make it less likely that they will succeed. We are deeply desirous of thasensegoti
succeeding; therefore, we must vote against this amendment.



